tensions across the Taiwan Strait, and the retrocession of Hong Kong, respectively.
At present, the set of islands constituting Taiwan functions as a sovereign state ruling over 23 million people. Inheriting the legacy of the Republic of China (ROC), Taiwan, or more precisely, its international status, remains a matter of debate in modern Chinese history and international law. In the context of more than two decades of democratization, the majority of Taiwanese citizens have formed an attachment to the concept of a Taiwanese nation. At the same time, they pragmatically acknowledge the legitimacy of the ROC name and continue to use it. Taiwan's dual national identities--its people's tendency to consider themselves both Taiwanese and Chinese--are intermingled with partisanship and individual perspectives about the state. Taiwan therefore represents a case where ''nationality becomes integrated into the political orientations of real people.'' 1 Interestingly, national identification and political orientation also intertwine in Hong Kong. Having been a British colony for about 150 years, the city returned PRC rule in 1997 as a special administrative region (SAR). While independence has never been considered a realistic or desirable option by most of Hong Kong's citizens, its residents are deeply concerned about the autonomy of the SAR's political, social, economic, and legal systems. Such concerns are tied to the question of identity, which in this context revolves around whether people consider themselves primarily ''Hong Kongers'' or Chinese.
In other words, while there are certainly many differences between the situations in Taiwan and Hong Kong, Ien Ang's formulation of the problem of Chinese identity is likely to resonate with citizens of both places: ''If I am inescapably Chinese by descent, I am only sometimes Chinese by consent. When and how is a matter of politics. '' 2 Given this background, it is not surprising that a substantial body of research on the identity question has been generated in each of the two societies. But few studies have examined the two places simultaneously in order to shed light on the situation for both. Moreover, few existing Taiwan and Hong Kong studies have moved beyond the notion of national identification to examine the question of pan-national identification, i.e., whether people in one place see not only themselves but also people elsewhere as belonging to one greater nation. Do Hong Kong's people see Taiwan as part of China, too? And how do the Taiwanese perceive Hong Kong? Using country, national, and pan-national identification as its key concepts, this study draws upon representative survey data in Taiwan and Hong Kong to compare relationship patterns among the different types of identities, and between identities and other variables, in the two places. We believe that patterns drawn from the data on Taiwan and Hong Kong will provide a basis for understanding issues common to both locations and serve to inform us about the three-way relationship between Beijing, Hong Kong, and Taipei in the future. The findings will also shed light on the development of theories on the formation of country identification and help clarify the formation of country and national identities.
The next section begins with a brief discussion of the conceptualization of the country, national, and pan-national identifications adopted in this study. We will then further elaborate upon the social and political contexts in Taiwan and Hong Kong. This is followed by discussion of survey methods and measurements, and analysis of study findings. The concluding section discusses the social and theoretical implications of the findings.
C ONC EPT S: STATE, NAT ION AL , AND PA N-NA TIONAL

IDENTIFICATION
It is beyond the scope of this article to fully review the wide range of discussions surrounding the notions of nation, national identity, and nationalism. For our purposes, the most important distinction to highlight is that between the country and the nation. In Max Weber's classic definition, the state or the country is the entity that possesses a monopoly on the legitimate use of violence within a certain territory.
3 More broadly, the state is constituted by the set of political institutions with the authority to enforce and maintain order in a society.
4 Country identification, therefore, refers to the extent to which individuals acknowledge themselves as subjects under the rule of the existing political entities.
The nation can be distinct from the state or the country: it refers to a collectivity within which individuals have certain mutual rights and duties to each other in virtue of their being members of the collectivity.
5 Other observers have provided richer conceptualizations. For example, Anthony Smith defines the nation as ''a named human population sharing a historic territory, common myths and historical memories, a mass, public culture, a common economy and common legal rights and duties for all members.'' 6 But whether one adopts a ''thin'' or ''thick'' definition of the nation, the concept refers to a human collective rather than a set of institutions. Of course, the idea of the nation is closely related to the idea of the country or the state. Even in the age of globalization, contemporary societies around the world are still primarily nation-states, i.e., ''a state which identifies itself in terms of one specific nation whose people are not seen simply as 'subjects' of the sovereign, but as a horizontally bonded society to whom the state in a sense belongs.'' 7 But nation and state remain distinctive conceptually as well as empirically: not all nations are part of independent states or countries. National identification, therefore, can be distinctive from state or country identification. In the present study, national identification refers to the extent to which people consciously regard themselves as members of the designated human population that constitutes the nation.
This study also examines the notion of pan-national identification, defined as the extent to which people in one place would regard people in various other places as belonging to the same, larger nation. In the contemporary world, pan-Arabism is one specific manifestation of pan-nationalism or pannational identity. In the context of the present study, we are of course concerned with pan-Chinese identification. More precisely, because our research focuses on Taiwan and Hong Kong, the question of pan-Chinese identification in this article is whether Taiwanese would regard Hong Kongers as Chinese and whether Hong Kong citizens would regard Taiwanese as Chinese. 
5.
Ibid., p. 7. 6. Anthony Smith, National Identity (Reno, Nev.: University of Nevada Press, 1991), p. 14. 7. Adrian Hastings, The Construction of Nationhood (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), p. 3.
8. One reviewer of this manuscript suggests that the term ''pan-national identification'' is equivalent to a well-established concept, ethnic identification. Ethnic identification includes both primordial (racial) and acquired (cultural) characteristics and may point to the common basis for identity in Hong Kong and Taiwan. We fully acknowledge that the whole body of literature of Pan-Chinese identification is worth examining because it is arguably an important component in contemporary Greater China's politics of nationalism. Pan-national identification should also be closely related to national identification. After all, whether one considers oneself a member of a nation should depend on how one conceives of the nation--which people it includes and excludes--as an essential condition. Past research on national identification in Hong Kong and Taiwan, however, has seldom examined pannational identification. Our study will address this shortcoming.
Nationalism is not a core concept in this study, but it is still worth clarifying here how nationalism differs from national identity. For some sociologists, nationalism refers to the political principle that nations should have their own countries. When the term is used to represent people's sentiments, nationalism typically refers to a tendency to prioritize a nation's interests over other social or political concerns. Nationalist sentiments are strongly related to national identification--people who lack a strong national identity are unlikely to exhibit strong nationalistic sentiments. However, a person who strongly identifies with a nation does not necessarily prioritize national interests over other political or social concerns. With this distinction in mind, this study examines national identification rather than nationalist sentiments.
One final note about terminology is the difference between ''identity'' and ''identification.'' In this article, we do not treat these two terms as substantially different from each other. The only difference is that the noun ''identity'' refers to something fixed and static at a specific moment in time, -ethnic identification could explain phenomenon identified in this study. This perspective further suggests the existence of ''sub-ethnic'' identity in Taiwan, notably between ''mainlanders'' (waishengren) and Taiwanese (benshengren).
We do not mean to reject this approach, but continue to use pan-national or pan-Chinese identification in this study for two reasons. First, pan-national or pan-Chinese does not imply the pre-existence of a Chinese ethnicity that has been well received by all Taiwan and Hong Kong people. The Great China concept is a subject for discussion or a preference that may not completely match the core idea of Chinese ethnic identity. In Taiwan and Hong Kong, it remains controversial that Chinese ethnic identity explains Taiwanese ethnic identity and that Taiwanese identity is a subethnic identity. In other words, we see that to today's Taiwan and Hong Kong residents, Chinese ethnic identity is more an option or political preference than an identity. Therefore, using panChinese identification helps identify this phenomenon. Second, the concept of ''sub-ethnicity'' in Taiwan has been transforming from ''mainlanders and Taiwanese'' to ''Chinese and Taiwanese''; it remains vague and intermingled with concepts like national identification and country identification. This is why it becomes important to distinguish these concepts in this series of studies.
whereas identification points to a process. To the extent that identities are socially constructed and constantly negotiated, it is more accurate to speak of the continual processes of identification. This is why we primarily use this term in the article. But we may also use the term identity when appropriate in order to avoid redundancy.
TH E TA IWAN C ON TEXT
Beginning from the Ching Dynasty's defeat at the hands of the Japanese in the Sino-Japanese War in 1895, the identification issue in Taiwan has become increasingly complex. Taiwanese people have experienced, in turn, Japanese colonial rule, the governance of Chiang Kai-shek's (Jiang Jieshi) ROC beginning in 1945, and the transition from dictatorship to democracy from the 1970s to the 1990s. ''Taiwan'' has not only been regarded as the name of a region but has been promoted as the name of a state, particularly since the 1980s. Given the unique geographical, historical, ethnic, cultural, and democratic characteristics of both Taiwan and ROC sovereignty, people on this set of islands have developed a unique national identity that distinguishes them from people from Hong Kong and mainland China.
9 While a growing number of citizens identify as Taiwanese, the number of individuals with conflicting country identification (''Am I a citizen of Taiwan or the Republic of China?'') has also soared. The conventional wisdom held by most scholars of Taiwanese politics is that national identification in Taiwan is primarily a reflection of sub-ethnicity: ''Minnanese people, i.e., local people whose ancestors came from southeast China, tend to think themselves as Taiwanese; Mainlanders tend to think themselves as Chinese; and Hakka tend to waffle in between.''
10
Driven by history and geography, multiple layers are embedded within the complex country identification of the Taiwanese-for example, national, partisan, and cultural identification-and a significant number of individuals have become ambivalent regarding (or independent of) such identifications.
11
One of the most important forces disrupting the increasingly stable consensus on national identification, i.e., ''We are Taiwanese,'' is an increasingly bi-polar party system, with both major parties expressing different sentiments regarding country identification. After years of democratization, people in Taiwan have gradually developed a historical and geographical identification that deviates from what Kuomintang (Nationalist Party, KMT) officials historically taught them.
12 This new identity further developed with the emergence of the Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) and affiliated parties. Party elites in the pro-DPP camp perceive that the KMT is originally rooted in mainland China and has been staying in Taiwan as a guest (''we have been 'another' country''); support for this ideology and political camp peaked during the Chen Shui-bian administration from 2000 to 2008.
The pro-KMT camp, composed of the KMT and other smaller parties that split from it, perceives mainland China and Taiwan as the same country: ''We are free Chinese in Taiwan.'' 13 Additionally, having won the presidential elections in 2008 and 2012, elites of the pro-KMT camp are attempting to (re)-construct an ''ROC''-oriented country identification, maintaining that both the mainland and Taiwan are regions of the ROC. Given these multiple driving forces in country identification, information drawn from polls about voters' preferences on pro-unification or pro-independence has been constrained by a variety of conditions. These include whether respondents can choose to identify as both Taiwanese and Chinese, or are forced to choose one or the other. 14. A poll released on June 3, 2013, by a well-known TV news station on national/ethnic identification (N ¼ 1,018 with sampling error + 3.1%) reveals that 50% assert themselves to be
TH E H ON G KON G CONTEXT
After World War Two, Hong Kong quickly developed into a refugee society as people fled there from mainland China, spurred by civil war and other political and natural disasters after the establishment of the PRC. The early refugees did not develop a strong sense of local identity; they still considered themselves Chinese, and the city was largely considered a ''borrowed place living on borrowed time.'' 15 A strong sense of local Hong Kong identity started to develop in the 1970s as the early refugees' children started to come of age and the economy took off. The rise of the local media industry and popular culture in the same period of time gave the ''imagined community'' of Hong Kong a means of articulation and self-expression, thus reinforcing the growth of a local identity.
16 As a result, when local researchers started to examine the question of local vs. national identity among Hong Kong's people in the 1980s, they found that a substantial proportion of Hong Kong citizens considered themselves to be Hong Kongers rather than Chinese (59.5% vs. 36.2%).
17
Throughout the transition period (1984-97), Hong Kong society was deeply concerned about the uncertainty surrounding future Chinese rule. Hong Kong and Chinese identities therefore also entailed political significance. Survey research from the 1980s to the 2000s repeatedly showed people who regarded themselves as Hong Kongers held more-liberal and more-prodemocratic attitudes.
18 Nevertheless, unlike in Taiwan, independence was never considered a realistic or legitimate option in Hong Kong. After 1997, the people of Hong Kong generally accepted the PRC as the sovereign ruler. In other words, while the question of country identification in Taiwan has both a cognitive component ( Where national identification is concerned, the problem facing Hong Kong's citizens is that the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) has attempted to promote and shape their national identification through government policies, the mass media, and grassroots patriotic events. 19 The PRC attempted to impose on Hong Kong's people a notion of national identity that conflates the nation and the country: loving the country equals supporting the CCP government. In response to this top-down concept of national identification, the society has struggled to articulate an alternative form of national identity that clearly distinguishes between the nation and the state.
20 The latter effort is most conspicuous during the annual rally on June 4 commemorating the 1989 Tiananmen Incident in China. The event serves as a platform for Hong Kong's people to reconfirm their concerns over the past, present, and future of the Chinese nation while presenting a strong critique of the current regime.
RESEARCH DESIGN AND MEASUREMENT
The above description of issues related to country identification in Taiwan and Hong Kong provides a basis for modeling their state and national identification. This section provides a conceptual and operational definition of the key concepts to be used in the analysis: country identification, national identification, and cultural identification.
Country Identification
Having a country identification means that one identifies one's self with a sovereign entity, not just with a government. This concept can be operationalized as being able to identify a country label to which a respondent feels emotionally attached. Specifically, in our survey, Taiwanese respondents were asked to evaluate the following three statements, using a five-point scale: ''You feel proud of being a citizen of the Republic of China.'' ''Some people have said that our country's name is 'Republic of China'.'' ''Some people have said that our country's name is 'Taiwan'.'' By asking these questions separately and emphasizing the concept ''country'' (guojia) during the interviews, it is expected that respondents will reveal their country identification in a straightforward manner and will not consider associated concepts such as nation, culture, or partisanship in giving their answers.
In the subsequent binary logistic regression, these variables are transformed into categorical variables in primary models, where they serve as dependent variables (and are used as dummy independent variables in other models). Answers of four or five points are re-coded as 1 and the rest are recoded as 0.
National Identification
National identification refers to the labels of a group to which individuals feel emotionally attached, and by which they can distinguish ''we'' (in-group people) and ''others'' (out-group people). Under this definition, national identification is not necessarily limited by language or inter-state boundaries.
In practice, respondents were asked the following three questions. The first is a conventional question used in most surveys in Taiwan: ''Do you think you are Chinese, Taiwanese, or both?'' The other two questions are evaluations (also using a five-point scale) about two statements:
''Taiwanese people and Chinese people belong to the same nation (minzu).'' ''Hong Kong people and Chinese people belong to the same nation (minzu).'' These questions are designed to apply the core concepts of social identity theory, ''in-group'' and ''out-group,'' and to avoid mentioning the PRC, ROC, or any government symbols. The goal is to capture how comfortable respondents are with the idea of sharing a common nationality with mainland Chinese, and the idea of Hong Kongers and mainland Chinese sharing a common nationality.
In addition, we add cultural identity to the two types of identification as a control variable in the Taiwan survey. It is expected that those living in Taiwan who identify strongly with elements of traditional Chinese culture such as language, Chinese characters (hanzi), or festivals, are more likely to see themselves as Chinese when it comes to national identification. Cultural identification is operationalized in the questionnaire as feeling proud of a specific culture associated with a group of people, lifestyle, or way of thinking. We designed this question with the particular concern that measuring this concept should be linked to pride or emotion, but not bound to a specific nation or state. The question selected to create this measure asks the respondent to evaluate the following statement on a five-point scale: ''Our culture is the authentic Chinese culture''; high scores (four or five) indicate pride in preserving traditional Chinese culture.
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Data
Our surveys of Taiwan and Hong Kong were conducted in November 2011, a few months before Taiwan's presidential election in January 2012 and the Chief Officer election in Hong Kong in March. Note that the surveys were conducted in local languages: Mandarin Chinese and Taiwanese were used in the Taiwan survey, while Cantonese was used for Hong Kong.
The Taiwan survey was conducted from November 15 to 25, 2011, by a survey center of a national research university in Taiwan. The population was eligible voters above 20. Sampling was based on the telephone book published by Chung-Hua Telecom in 2010. To ensure that the sample was random and could be treated as representative of Taiwan voters, the sample was chosen using a computer-assisted telephone interview (CATI) system. The system takes the numbers listed in the phone book, removes the last two digits of all telephone numbers, and replaces them with a full set of 100 21. Demographic control variables included sex, age, and education. Education was measured in terms of the highest level of educational achievement attained. For the purpose of this analysis, an individual's educational level was coded into a five-point scale ranging from 1 ¼ primary school or below to 5 ¼ university education in both surveys. The income variable is available in both surveys, but because over one-fifth of Taiwanese respondents refused to answer this question, this variable is dropped from all the models to preserve sample size for analysis and allow for comparisons across models. The decision of dropping this variable is also based on the results of the initial specification of the models, where income is never a statistically significant explanatory variable in any of the models.
double-digit figures from 00 to 99. Specific numbers were then randomly selected from the database by computers. By contacting respondents using this method, the survey collected 1,074 completed interviews. The response rate was 17.8% following the American Association of Public Opinion Research's (AAPOR) Formula 1. Using a raking adjustment, proper weights were applied to the sample to ensure the distribution of age, gender, education level, and geographical location did not substantially differ from those of the population.
The Hong Kong survey was conducted in October and November 2011 by a research center at a public university in Hong Kong. The population was all Cantonese-speaking Hong Kong residents with ages ranging from 18 to 70. Sampling began by compiling all telephone numbers from the residential telephone directories in 2005, 2007, and 2009. The same CATI procedure was used. The survey received 845 completed interviews. The response rate was 42.0% following AAPOR's Formula 3. As is typical in surveys on political topics in Hong Kong, the sample does not differ substantially from the population in terms of gender ratio and age distribution. However, educated individuals are overrepresented in the sample. The sample was therefore weighted according to education when we conducted the analysis.
Note that the question sets in the surveys are not identical. Because the set of country identification questions used in Taiwan was not applicable to Hong Kong, only one of the three questions regarding country identification was asked in Hong Kong: ''I feel proud of being a citizen of the People's Republic of China.'' Second, Taiwan's and Hong Kong's party systems differ-Taiwan is a semi-presidential system characterized by two competing political camps, while Hong Kong has a parliamentary system with multiple political parties and surveillance of political activities and policy proposals by the central government in Beijing. Therefore, the set of questions about party identification was not applied to the Hong Kong models.
A NALY SI S A ND FIND ING S Identification Patterns of Taiwan Voters
An initial inspection of the data shows that a number of Taiwanese citizens feel comfortable with selecting between two country identities (ROC and Taiwan): 82.5% (856) of respondents reported that they believe the ROC is the formal name of Taiwan, equal to four or five on a five-point scale. A total of 82.7% (858) are proud of being citizens of the ROC, i.e., four or five on a five-point scale. Interestingly, in a separate question, 68.8% (690) reported that their country's name is ''Taiwan'' (four or five on the scale).
A closer examination of the distribution of the two questions reveals that 41.5% (409) of those who identify with the labels ROC and Taiwan in the two separate questions gave the same score to the two labels, suggesting a clear pattern of dual country identification. A total of 95.3% of those who gave the same score to the state name questions ranked either four or five, meaning that they are comfortable with both identities. We then highlight those with dual country identification by re-coding those awarding four or five points to both labels as 1 and the rest as 0.
Regarding national identification, a substantial number of voters reported dual feelings of allegiance. In the conventional national identification approach commonly used in Taiwan surveys, ''Do you think you are Chinese, Taiwanese, or both?'' 51.2% (535) of respondents reported that they are Taiwanese, not Chinese; 5.7% (58) were Chinese, not Taiwanese; and 42.2% reported both (433). This dual national identification pattern is echoed in the distribution of another question, ''Taiwanese people and Chinese people belong to the same nation.'' Of the respondents, 62.5% (636) strongly agreed with this statement, garnering four or five points on a five-point scale.
Regarding cultural identification, 69.7% (677) agreed with the statement ''Our culture is the authentic Chinese culture'' (rating four or five points), while 21% (233) disagreed. The distribution of party identification indicates that 30% (322) of respondents identify with the pro-KMT political camp (including the KMT, People First Party, and New Party), while 18.8% (202) identified with the pro-DPP camp (including the DPP, Taiwan Solidarity Union, and Taiwan Independence Party). The other 51.2% who did not reveal their party identification in this telephone survey are categorized as unidentified.
Identity Patterns of Hong Kong Citizens
Although country identification is not and cannot be a salient issue in Hong Kong, the national identification issue is as salient as in Taiwan: 60.3% (505) report that they are both Hong Kongers and Chinese, while 20% insist that they are Hong Kongers and not Chinese, and 19.7% say they are Chinese not Hong Kongers. In the country pride question, 53.8% agree or strongly agree with the statement ''I am proud of being a citizen of the PRC'' (four or five on a five-point scale). Although this percentage is not as high as that of Taiwan regarding their feeling about the ROC, Hong Kong citizens exhibit a much higher level of nationalism: 81.8% (687) agreed that Hong Kong people and Chinese (on the mainland) belong to the same nation.
Explaining Taiwan's Country Identification
Logistic regression analysis is applied in the following sections to explain the patterns presented above and to compare Taiwan and Hong Kong.
The analysis results confirm that Taiwanese citizens' preferences regarding the name of the state, either ROC or Taiwan, are well explained by their national identification and partisanship, controlling for their perceptions of being a citizen of the ROC, the level of country pride, and other demographic variables. As the first two models of Table 1 show, it is likely that respondents would support using the state name ''Republic of China'' if they (1) do not identify with Taiwan as a nation (weak Taiwan nationalism), (2) support pro-KMT political parties, and/or (3) perceive the people across the Taiwan Strait as belonging to the same nation.
Moreover, this study predicts respondents will identify with Taiwan as an independent state if they (1) have a stronger sense of Taiwanese nationalism, i.e., perceive themselves as Taiwanese rather than Chinese, (2) reject Chinese nationalism, (3) dislike pro-KMT political parties, and/or (4) support pro-DPP political parties. The above analysis is consistent with both conventional wisdom and empirical studies about Taiwanese politics but also suggests that national identification is a driver of one's country identification: Taiwanese citizens raised in an atmosphere of Taiwanese nationalism will be more likely to identify with Taiwan than the ROC as the name of their country. Similarly, Taiwanese citizens raised in an atmosphere of Chinese nationalism will be more likely to identify with the ROC than with Taiwan as the name of their country.
The third model explains how voters develop a dual country identification. As Table 1 indicates, respondents will have dual country identification if they (1) strongly identify with Chinese culture, i.e., are proud of living in a society that preserves traditional Chinese culture, and (2) have a higher education level, but (3) dislike ''Chinese'' as a national label or hold negative views about being labeled as Chinese people (zhongguoren).
Two conclusions can be drawn from this pattern. First, factors (1) and (3) denote contradicting values, implying that this may cause a substantial amount of dual country identification in Taiwan. Second, as shown in Table 1 , regardless of whether the respondent identifies Taiwan as either a state or a national label, this is not statistically associated with such ambivalence in country identification. This implies that Taiwan-identifiers experience less ambivalence about finding a country identity. This pattern further suggests that those who identify both the ROC and Taiwan as alternative labels to the PRC see the country label ''PRC'' as equated with the concept of China and Chinese; they can no longer consider it an acceptable option for the name of the country.
An additional interesting finding from the Taiwan and Both models is that the demographic variables of age and education function as important control variables. The significantly negative signs of the two coefficients suggest that the older and more-educated citizens are less likely to remain ambivalent about their country identification and are less likely to select Taiwan as the name of their country. This implies that both country and national identification are solidified as one ages.
EXPLAIN ING T AIWAN 'S NA TIONAL IDENT IFICATI ON
As discussed at the beginning of this paper, national identification and country identification are endogenous concepts in Taiwan. Although the two concepts explain each other, they may not completely overlap. As Table 2 indicates, country identification (but not country pride) explains a respondent's choice of claiming to be Taiwanese, Chinese, or both. An important exception is that identifying with ROC as being the name of the country does not influence an individual reporting his or her national identification as Chinese (the second model). Rather, identifying with ROC as being the name of the country explains an individual's dual national identification of being both Taiwanese and Chinese (the third model). This pattern is also supported by the significant coefficients of another national identification variable, ''Taiwanese and Chinese belong to the same nation.'' This implies that claiming ''I am both Chinese and Taiwanese'' in Taiwan is more likely to be a ''politically correct'' statement because people in Taiwan are aware that ''Chinese'' as a label denoting nation refers to citizens of the PRC or people from mainland China, not people in Taiwan. Therefore, individuals embracing ROC as the name of the country tend to identify as ''both Chinese and Taiwanese'' as a means of distinguishing themselves from mainland Chinese.
A similar pattern is also found for party identification variables. Partisan support for the DPP (and concomitant lack of support for the KMT) reflects the embracing of Taiwanese identity. Consistent with the results obtained in the above section regarding country identification, this pattern of national identification helps explain respondents who choose both (i.e., dual national identification) but not who choose Chinese. In other words, those favoring the KMT and associated political parties tend to claim that they are both Chinese and Taiwanese, rather than simply Chinese.
EXPLAINING HONG KONG'S NATIONAL IDENTIFICATION
The Hong Kong models focus on two variables: the influence of country pride and the perception that Hong Kongers and Chinese belong to the same nation (note: not country). As Table 3 shows, both variables significantly and consistently explain the selection of Hong Konger, Chinese, and ''both.'' Interestingly, both are positively associated with the choices of Chinese and ''both,'' a pattern suggesting that Hong Kongers who are proud of being a citizen of the PRC are likely to identify as either (1) Chinese but not Hong Konger, or (2) both Hong Konger and Chinese. Hong Kong citizens who hold negative attitudes about these two variables will insist on the Hong Kong identity.
Education is the key variable that differentiates the second and the third model. After controlling for all of the important variables mentioned above, individuals with a higher level of education are less likely to say that they are Chinese alone; they are likely to identify as both Chinese and Hong Konger. This implies that being proud of Hong Kong's core values (free market, rule of law, etc.) drives Hong Kong elites to embrace dual nationalism as a means of conforming to the pressure that Hong Kongers face to acknowledge the legitimacy of the PRC.
C OMPARI SONS OF ID ENTIFICA TION PATTERNS BET WEEN TAIWAN AND HONG KONG
On the basis of the above analysis, two direct comparisons between Taiwan and Hong Kong can be made regarding (1) country pride and (2) perceptions regarding Chinese nationalism. In addition to previous empirical findings regarding Taiwan's and Hong Kong's politics, we believe that Chinese nationalism might play an interesting role in, or be applied to, future Beijing-Hong Kong-Taipei dynamics.
First, individuals in Taiwan and Hong Kong differ with respect to country pride. Table 4 shows the causes of country pride. Taiwanese people are likely to be proud of the ROC if they (1) recognize the legitimacy of the ROC, (2) identify with the ROC as the name of the country, (3) support the KMT or pro-KMT political parties, and/or (4) strongly identify with traditional Chinese culture. Negative signs for regression coefficients suggest that Hong Kong's people are likely to be proud of the PRC if they (1) are less proud of and do not adhere to a Hong Kong (civil/national) identity, (2) agree that they and mainland Chinese belong to the same nation, and/or (3) are less educated.
Note the role of age in both models. Older people in Taiwan are less likely than their younger counterparts to be proud of the ROC, while older people in Hong Kong are more proud of the PRC. Our preliminary explanation for this phenomenon is that older Taiwanese people are more aware of the limitations of the ROC and more concerned about its power and legitimacy. The younger generation in Hong Kong, who witness the contrasts between people in Hong Kong and those from the mainland regarding lifestyles, attitudes, behavior, and core values, are less likely to be proud of the PRC. Combining these pieces of evidence, we argue that Taiwanese people and Hong Kongers could drift away from ''China'' emotionally when (1) the legitimacy of the ROC is weakened in Taiwan, (2) Taiwanese people establish a unique Taiwanese cultural identity and no longer base their national pride on traditional Chinese culture, (3) the KMT loses ground to DPP, or (4) Chinese nationalism loses support in Hong Kong. This interpretation could be considered from the opposite direction, and one can see how the KMT, Chinese cultural identity, and Chinese nationalism could contribute to resurgence of greater connectedness between the people in mainland China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong.
Taking advantage of the two surveys, we inspect the role of Chinese nationalism to a greater extent and assess its influence on connections between Taiwanese and Hong Kongers. We began with the question, ''How do Hong Kongers see Taiwanese, and vice versa?'' Taiwan respondents who agree (awarding four and five points on a five-point scale) with the statement ''Hong Kong people and Chinese people belong to the same nation'' were coded as 1; otherwise, 0. The same coding scheme was applied to the Hong Kong survey using a similar statement: ''Taiwanese people and Chinese people belong to the same nation.'' As Table 5 shows, a respondent's Chinese nationalism is the only variable that leads him or her to agree with the statement; country, national, cultural, and party identity do not explain the perceptions of people from the other political entities. That is, Taiwanese and Hong Kongers who exhibit Chinese nationalism tend to perceive one another as members of a common ''ingroup.'' Additionally, analysis suggests that male respondents in Taiwan (compared to their female counterparts) and female respondents in Hong Kong (compared to their male counterparts) are more likely to adopt this Chinese nationalist way of thinking.
C ONC LU SI ON AND D ISCUSSION
Faced with the rise of the PRC's economic and political power, influenced by the ROC legacy, and having experienced decades of democratization, Taiwanese society has nurtured multiple country and national identifications. Similarly in Hong Kong, a political entity with unique colonial experiences and an independent civil identity, society also faces challenges regarding (re)identifying with the PRC.
Using survey data collected in Taiwan and Hong Kong prior to the most recent general elections in each, this paper demonstrates that cultural identification provides an explanation for the choice of country and national identities. The findings on Taiwan can be summarized into five points. First, national identification and country identification are related but separate concepts. Individuals' strong national identification as Taiwanese explains why they would identify as citizens of the Taiwan Republic but not as citizens of the ROC (country identification). Second, individuals' strong national identification as Chinese explains why they would not identify as citizens of the Taiwan Republic, and/or why they would remain ambivalent with respect to country identification (see Table 1 ). Third, individuals' strong identification with the Taiwanese state explains the high likelihood of claiming to be Taiwanese and not identifying as Chinese (or both). Fourth, individuals' country identification with the ROC explains why they would be unlikely to identify as Taiwanese and be very likely to hold dual notions of national identity (see Table 2 ). Fifth, identifying culturally with traditional Chinese culture explains pride in the ROC and ambivalence with respect to country identification.
The findings about Hong Kong confirm that Hong Kongers face a conflict between preserving their national/civil identity and Chinese nationalism. The Hong Kong data exhibit the same pattern as the Taiwan data regarding the influence of national identification on country pride. Differences between the findings for Taiwan and Hong Kong can be summarized in two points: First, education is found to be an important factor in determining national identification in Hong Kong; more-educated citizens are more resistant to the Chinese nationalism defined by the CCP, and are more likely to embrace dual national identities. Second, pride in the PRC is (re)shaping Hong Kongers' national/civil identity. We do not see any influence of country pride on other identification variables in the Taiwan models. But the fact that country pride stands out as a significant explanatory variable in the Hong Kong models (see Table 4 ) suggests that the ''Greater China'' concept or image transmitted through the mass media facilitates the concurrent engineering and (re)construction of Chinese nationalism in Hong Kong. We predict the prevalence of Chinese nationalism would be likely to motivate those who currently insist on maintaining Hong Kong identities ultimately to claim dual identities (see Table 3 ).
The most important message that can be drawn from the comparison is that Chinese nationalism, not necessarily as defined by the CCP but in its broadest definition, emerges as the only variable found in this study that has potential to connect the minds of people in mainland China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong. Taiwanese citizens who perceive themselves as belonging to a broader Chinese community (62.5% in the sample) are likely to perceive citizens of Hong Kong as members of the same ''in-group.'' Similarly, Hong Kong citizens who perceive themselves as belonging to a broader Chinese community (78.2%) are likely to feel connected to Taiwan.
One should note that the findings of this study cannot be seen as an extension of any other time but the period of data collection in 2011. Interpretation of the findings should be made with caution because political issues regarding the relationships between the PRC, Hong Kong, and Taiwan evolve rapidly. The emotions and feelings of people in Hong Kong and Taiwan hence are also extremely dynamic. Still, we see that the theoretical framework and variables identified and presented in this study provide hints to better capture such dynamics.
Given our findings, we expect future research will extend from this stream of inquiry that explores the formation of dual national identification, dual country identification, and cultural identification. Research will perhaps also probe more deeply methods of capturing and confirming the changes in these types of identification. In addition to providing long-term comparisons between Hong Kong and Taiwan-two similar (but not identical) societies that use traditional Chinese written characters-future study of such comparisons is suggested in order to provide more systematic surveys on broader identity types such as civic identity characterized by market, rule-of-law, and democratic values.
